Introduction
The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine is based on the assumption that the state is to remain at the heart of world order.1 It is true that the doctrine implies a weakening of state sovereignty concomitant with the process of globalisation and greater possibility of interference in the internal affairs of states than in the past. What is weakened, however, is the individual state, i.e. this or that state which behaves irresponsibly,2 not the state as such, nor the global system of states. R2P presupposes the existence of states at the core of the system. It requires states to behave responsibly towards their own citizens and calls for measures to be taken by states, possibly in cooperation with international organisations and other non-state actors.
A question that is rarely posed when dealing with R2P is whether and to what extent R2P can work in a world in which states appear less and less capable of providing people with protection. The global economy, in particular, is often said to undermine the current ability of states to provide protection from unemployment, state insolvency, hunger, and other economic macro-variables affecting people's daily lives. In these conditions the appeal of R2P to the responsibility of governments, either to protect their own citizens or to intervene elsewhere to assist people in need, risks sounding like the last cry for a better boat while the boat is irremediably sinking. I propose that R2P is seen from this global perspective. For sake of brevity, the following observations will take nearly all R2P details and literature for granted and will not engage with the many views surrounding the doctrine. The focus is on whether R2P makes sense in a world of states which appear increasingly unable to afford it and on the possible consequences that this state of affairs may have for the protection of people in the future.
Legal Bugs in the R2P Doctrine
Far too many difficulties surround R2P as a legal standard (as opposed to a banner for political struggle): (a) is there an "emerging norm," or hopefully a rule or a set of rules already in effect, in international law authorising (if not imposing) R2P? (b) If so, to which situations does it apply exactly? (c) What is its content? (d) Which otherwise unlawful measures does it allow to take? (e) Who exactly is allowed to take such measures? (f) Is R2P doctrine really necessary to support the existence of a rule or rules leading to such legal results? All of the above questions are far from having received a convincing answer. First, no R2P "emerging norm" (neither customary, nor natural) exists, let alone a rule or set of rules already in force having the effect of modifying legal outcomes on the sole ground of R2P as a general doctrine. R2P per se thus neither authorises nor imposes any otherwise unlawful measure, nor does it make mandatory an exhortatory measure. Even as a "guide to behaviour," as sometimes presented, it lacks clarity. Secondly, attempts have been made to "apply" R2P to a variety of situations going well beyond those endorsed by the un General Assembly in 2005, 3 
